ABSTRACT. The paper reports findings from one of the two differently-designed surveys conducted among groups of both native speakers of English and native speakers of Serbian with a common general objective to obtain a picture of better candidates for a role of the whole (to be analyzed into its constituent elements) in the contrastive study on the lexical field a house and its parts in English and Serbian. The specific objective of the survey presented here, however, was to build up the target picture with some of the features of the ideal example of the HOUSE category, such as the shape of the house, the key materials its principal structural elements (foundations, walls, a roof) are made of, the number of residential units in the house and the type of the household that occupies it, the number of the house levels, the minimum of its interior spatial components and their functions, the types of systemic parts in the house, the status and position of the house relative to surrounding buildings, etc. Also, taking into consideration that the demographic profiles of the survey participants reflected various cultural backgrounds (which significantly influence the formation of mental images of a typical sample of the category), the survey aimed to compare the similarities and 
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ABSTRACT. The paper reports findings from one of the two differently-designed surveys conducted among groups of both native speakers of English and native speakers of Serbian with a common general objective to obtain a picture of better candidates for a role of the whole (to be analyzed into its constituent elements) in the contrastive study on the lexical field a house and its parts in English and Serbian. The specific objective of the survey presented here, however, was to build up the target picture with some of the features of the ideal example of the HOUSE category, such as the shape of the house, the key materials its principal structural elements (foundations, walls, a roof) are made of, the number of residential units in the house and the type of the household that occupies it, the number of the house levels, the minimum of its interior spatial components and their functions, the types of systemic parts in the house, the status and position of the house relative to surrounding buildings, etc. Also, taking into consideration that the demographic profiles of the survey participants reflected various cultural backgrounds (which significantly influence the formation of mental images of a typical sample of the category), the survey aimed to compare the similarities and differences between the "English" and the "Serbian" typical house, that is the features assigned to a typical house by most of the surveyed representatives of Anglo-American and by those of Serbian culture. Judging exclusively by the features observed and the results obtained, the study concludes that the "English" and the "Serbian" typical house look very similar in many aspect and that the two different cultures are not as distant as they may seem.
INTRODUCTION
One of the tasks the author of the paper was faced with in the preparatory stage of selecting the lexical material for the contrastive study on the lexical field a house and its parts in English and Serbian was concerned with the identification and selection of better candidates for a role of the whole (to be analyzed into its constituent elements) from a wide range of quite different kinds of buildings constructed over time and space for people to live in and all placed under the "denotational" roof of both house and kuća (that is the global holonyms of the field in the two languages). 3 As the initial steps taken in the process -first, imposing a combination of time and space restrictions on the range of the buildings (and their specific characteristics) 4 and then focusing on only those that nowadays exist or, even narrower, that are nowadays built in the main English and Serbian speaking countries (England, USA, and Serbia) -resulted in still rich diversity of potential candidates for the role 5 among which the choice of better ones would only 3 A number of other dilemmas and the tasks performed concerning the selection and classification of meronyms of house/kuća are presented in Dilparić, 2014a; 2014b. 4 Profound differences that exist among houses in the context of time and space -with respect to the construction type, architectural style, shape, size of vertical and horizontal extent, materials used, number of residential units, complexity and organization of both interior and exterior design, decorative elements, etc. -are the result of various macro-and micro-factors such as geographical features of the construction sites (climate conditions, geological profile of the land, terrain configuration, flora and fauna available), historical, political, cultural, and socio-economic circumstances in a region, level of technology and masonry skills, as well as the lifestyle and everyday needs of household members, family structure, its assets and social status (also, often the need to express the status and assets through the design of the house), etc.
reflect the personal views of the author, this choice thus was decided to be left to a number of selectors, that is the two groups of both native speakers of English and native speakers of Serbian. To be more precise, the English and the Serbian speakers were intended to provide a more objective picture of the whole by performing tasks of the two differently-designed surveys, both based on the theory of prototype.
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This paper reports the findings of one of the surveys, whereas the other one could be found in Dilparić (2011; 2012b; 2012c) .
PROCEDURE OF THE SURVEY AND DISCUSSION ON THE RESULTS
The survey presented here was conducted among sixty five native speakers of (British and American) English and the same number of native speakers of Serbian having as its primary objective to build up the target picture of the whole with some of the features which, according to a majority of the respondents, characterize a prototype of the HOUSE category. Also, taking into consideration that the demographic profiles of the survey participants (summarized in Appendix 1) reflected various cultural backgrounds (which significantly influence the formation of mental images of a typical sample of the category), the survey aimed to compare and contrast the features of a typical house in most of the surveyed representatives of Anglo-American and those of Serbian culture. Therefore, separate respondent groups, as well as their images of a typical house, will here be given different designations -respectively, English and Serbian -solely based on their native language and should not, therefore, be interpreted in any other way.
The participants in the survey were given a multiple choice questionnaire consisting of twenty three questions. Most questions were focused on particular characteristics of the building structure 5 A part of diversity of houses characteristic for these areas is illustrated in Aslet (2004); Barrow (2013); Beeny (2012); Brunskill (2000) ; Burness (2003) ; Clemenson (1982) ; Emery (2000) ; Foster (2004) ; Deroko (1964); Jovanović et al. (2012; 2013a; 2013b) ; Kojić (1980); Nenadović (2002); Rodić (2003) . 6 More on the theory of prototype in Mervis & Rosch (1981) ; Rosch (1973a; 1973b; 1975a; 1975b; 1977a; 1977b; 1978) ; Rosch & Mervis (1975) ; Rosch et al. (1976) ; Taylor (1995) ; Ungerer & Schmid (1996). itself, concerning some of its segmental (structural and spatial) and systemic parts, 7 while others were concerned with the area around the house as well as its residents in order to get a broader image of the prototype(s). All these questions, together with the respective responses, are given in Appendix 2. Table (i), on the other hand, shows a comparison of the attributes chosen by most of the surveyed representatives of each group. The table also includes two somewhat alternative features of the prototype(s) -item 4 in the Anglo-American group and item 3 in the Serbian group -that is the features which, although selected by most respondents (in a group), do not compare favourably against each other.
Judging exclusively by the features observed and the results obtained, it can be concluded that most survey participants, regardless of their diverse cultural backgrounds, have a very similar image of a typical house, but not without its distinctions. First of all, most participants (of both groups) picture a house as a detached and not very high building occupied by one (family) household, whereby the feature 'not very high' translates as two levels above ground. A more precise definition of the levels, as well as the vertical spreading of a house downward, however, reveal some minor discrepancies between the survey groups: according to the English group, a typical house consists of a ground and a first floor with or without a basement, whereas a typical Serbian house, besides a ground floor, does have a basement and either a first floor or (just) a loft. On segmental and systemic parts of wholes in Cruse (1995; ; Croft & Cruse (2004); Dilparić (2012a Both groups of respondents attribute the same shape to a typical house and the same (always hard) building materials used in its principal structural elements: a typical house is a rectangular building whose foundations are made of concrete and walls made of clay brick, while its sloped (according to all the respondents) gable roof is covered with clay tile. As also observed by most participants in both groups, a chimney is still present as a roof addition in a typical house despite the fact that some new houses do not have one. This element, however, seems to be a more substantial feature of the Serbian typical house than English: unlike a hundred percent of the Serbian respondents who still see a chimney as an integral part of a typical house, as much as thirty percent of the English respondents exclude this element from the image of a typical house. This result is consistent with yet another finding of the survey: a typical Serbian household uses solid fuels for heating (78.5% of respondents), whereas a typical English house is heated on gas (60%) or electricity (32%), fuels that do not (necessarily) require the use of a chimney.
Another point of agreement between the two groups of participants is the complexity of the interior of a typical house (which in itself is implied by describing the house as a multi-storey building): none of the respondents from any of the groups sees a typical house as a single-spaced structure. The interior of a typical house is, in fact, a multi-split area / space with even its core divided into several separate functional units: a kitchen, a room, a hallway, and also a bathroom as "the room in the house that has the shortest history" (Worsley 2011) . How many other spatial and what other functional units are integral to a typical house were not covered by the scope of this study; yet, the survey has also found that the spatial / functional organization of everyday life of the residents still encompasses an area outside the building frame -a (fenced) yard which a typical house does have and certain types of outbuildings, most often of which is a garage (in both cases). However, as opposed to the yard which is established as a consistent component of both English (95.4%) and Serbian (100%) prototype, the feature of 'having outbuildings' is shown to be more typical for the Serbian than the English house: as many as almost forty percent of the English respondents, compared to just three percent of the Serbian ones, think of a typical house as the only, not the main, building on the property. In addition to their structural and spatial features, the two typical residential buildings remain to be closely defined in terms of their systemic parts (if any), and as the survey shows, even in this perspective, the similarities are far greater than the differences. First of all, both prototypes have several house systems which overlap and interpenetrate throughout their structures. Among them, the same four types -electricity, water supply, sewage, and telephone lines -appear to be not only common but also strongly-marked features of both houses judging by the high rate of their selection by (all or almost all) the participants in both groups. On the other hand, central heating and the Internet are the two systems that draw a marked distinction between the observed prototypes: unlike the Serbian house which still lacks both the elements, in the English house they align with the already mentioned prominent systemic parts (central heating 89.2%; Internet 87.7%). Finally, one more similarity between the houses emerges: neither of them is characterized by an intercom, a video-surveillance or an alarm system; furthermore, the absence of these systems in both the houses is shown to be their quite steady feature (83.1% -98.5%), with the alarm system in the English house as the only exception (63.1%).
CONCLUSION The survey presented here has derived and compared some of the features of a typical house according to most of the surveyed representatives of Anglo-American and of Serbian culture, such as the shape of the house, the key materials its principal structural elements (foundations, walls, a roof) are made of, the number of residential units in the house, the type of the household that occupies it, the number of house levels, the minimum of its interior spatial components and their functions, the types of systemic parts in the house, the status and position of the house relative to surrounding buildings, etc.
The results of the survey show that, despite their diverse cultural backgrounds, the two respondent groups have provided very similar pictures of the HOUSE prototype, both presenting a detached rectangular building with concrete foundations, clay-brick walls and a gable clay-tiled roof (still) pierced by a chimney; a singlefamily house consisted of a number of separate interior units (at least a kitchen, a room, a hallway, and a bathroom) which are organized on two levels above ground; a house that has electricity, water supply, sewage, and a telephone line; a house which does not have an intercom, a video-surveillance and an alarm system; a house that is not (yet) the only building in the fenced yard, but is associated with (at least) a garage. The only differences between the two pictures are a central heating system and the Internet that can only be seen on the English one, and a basement and the "whole" first floor which are more precisely drawn on either the Serbian (the former element) or the English picture (the latter one).
Besides these attributes, both pictures also present a range of other elements of the house which, although not covered by the questionnaire, could be derived from the existing ones. For example, the feature of 'having a pitched roof' suggests that the region where the house is situated (at least periodically) experiences heavy precipitation, which then implies the existence of a rainwater system (gutters and downpipes) and roof overhangs (eaves) as vital elements for keeping weather damage to the roof and the exterior walls at a minimum; the feature of 'having a doublepitched roof' entails the existence of two roof slopes or pitches which meet at the central, top ridge, forming triangular gables on two sides of the house; the feature of 'covered with a hard roofing material such as clay tile' reflects also existing strong (and often very complex) roof supporting structure, together with its individual parts; the 'multi-storey' feature suggests the presence of not only floors, but also ceilings, stairways and their parts, etc.
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